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For Zion's sake will I not hold my Peace, and for Jerusalem’ ill not rest 
until! the Righteousness thereof go forth as brightness and the Salvation thereof as a 


Lamp B ‘saiah, LNT. 
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FRESH STUDIES IN ANGLI 
HISTORY. 


irthur E. Whatham 


AN CHURCH 
By the Rez 
CHAPTER ONE—PART TWO 

GREGORY S MISSION TO ENGLAND AND ITS CONSE- 


Yes, England was the special conquest of the 


Church of Rome, and Rome never forgot it 





Those who talk about Augustine’s consecration 


at Arles by the bishop of that see as making him 









an independent bis! not merely misrepresent 





the facts of the case, but they further show them- 


selves as incapable of reciating the historical 





results of the details connected with the event 











This is especially seen in the attempt to deny 
that Augustine was under the authority of Gr 
gory, that he was the Pope's vicar, or 
lieutenant. That the Archbishops of Canterbury 


from the first 


vicars for all Britain, is 





the primacy dispute between the 
, 


Canterbury and York, brought to z 





tled in 1072 


Prof. Maitland, in his “Canon Law in En 


land,” says: “In the judicial system Canterb 


4 


is a unit, and York is a unit; but England is n 
unit. Too often we speak of the Church of Eng- 
land and forget that there was no ecclesiastical 
rganized body that answered to that name (pp 





113, 114). In a letter to me under date of July 


1906, he wrote, “Am I not right in supposing that 
the Archbishop of York had suc 
diated all obedience to Canterbury? 

No, Prof. right, al- 
though the question of supremacy over York as 
claimed by 





Maitland is not entirely 
anterbury is extremely complicated 
it was, as I have said, settled in 1072, but it was 
reopened from time to time until finally, although 
not clearly nor definitely, adjusted in the reign 
of Edward III., while Thoresby was Archbishop 
of York (1347-1352). At parliaments and coun- 
cils Canterbury was to sit at the king’s right 
hand, and York on his left. In processions where 
the two Archbishops could not walk abreast, Can- 
terbury was to take precedence, and to be called 
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Primate of all England,” his rk 
simply “Primate of England t 
continues Dr. Cutts ( Dic. Ch fir 


the exact relations of York to ( 





but Canterbury claims not onl) 


and precedency, but also some kind of patr h 
authority 

Che jurisdiction of the Archbishop of ter 
bury as primate of all England extends in certair 


matters into the province of York, while that 


the Archbishop of York is confined to his owt 
province. This shows clearly that Canterbur 
possesses, as Dr. Cutts says, some kind of patri- 


archal authority over all England, although it is 





ue that in the final settiement 








i the patriarchate was not defir 
\evertheless, it had been clearly indicated at its 
nrst ustment, and seems t me that $ 
pon this adiustment, which | shall now 
ne, that the question must finally be s 
St 1 e absence of this t 
~<a t t t c ( Tr 1 a t 
since there can be no doubt th 
question arising where the m n 5 
invoived, it would very speedily be sett as 





iv accepted 





2, -ommand 


In 1072, by 


and permission of the King, in presence of the 








Roman legate and a special council, Archbis! 
Lanfranc argued the question of Canterbur 
supremacy over York. He produced a letter 
Pope Boniface t Archbishop Justus wi 





ran: “We command and ordain that the cit) 
bury shall ever hereafter be esteeme 


metropolitan see of all Britain; and we decr 


and appoint immutably, that all the provinces 


the kingdom of England shall be subject to tl 





metropolitan church of the aforesaid see. And 
any one attempt to injure this Church, which is 


more especially under the power and protecti 


f the Holy Roman Church may God ex- 


punge him from the book of life.” (Wm. 


Malm. Chron, ~. 319) 





Gee and Hardy, in their Doc. Illus. His. Eng 
“Settlement of the 
Primacy Dispute,” quote from William of Mal- 
mesbury, Gest. Pout., 


Ch. (p. 52) under the head, 


as follows: 


“Knowing this, ~— 











to re 
Cant 
ject 





























sArmed 
NTIMNe 


reme pontifis have c 


of Augustine the submission of all the 





as the privileges recited 





yellishing the Gregorian schem: 
it received the faith 


» Canterbury which 





It was therefore settk 





that the see of York 
ce of Canterbury, and 





fait! llv to be obedient to it in all the dispensa 
tions of its ishop, as primate of all 
Brit: n : things which pertain t 











to receive the scopal blessing f of 
Canterbury, and to make its canoni si 
to that see with confirmation by oath. To this 
ecree the king, tl Archbishops of Canterbury 
r +} legate nd all the bis! s and 
f the kingdom agree S Chr lee aff 
Vals Roger of Wer 
The above decision was keeping with the 
settlement of the controversy between Canterbur 


a+ 
illa 











the primacy th narchy do remain wher: 
the holv Gospel of Christ was first preached b 
the Father Aucustine in the t 
Enclish. and was from ther wi 

>. and H. Dihe hbishop 
Canterbury himself a visit to Rom 
time, and rece 1 fr the Pope 

all the Ss of Eng as 
t The Ch. of Pp. 113 

ta further be remembered that at this 
time, the whol f England was one |} d 
under Egbert, and Eanbald of York was in pos 
session of his pall, consequently, this decres 
placed Eanbald, with his speciz ur 











er the patriarcl authority of. Canterbury 





Should it be claimed, however, that this decree 
was an infringement of the complete indepen- 
Jence of York from Canterbury, as originally 
granted by Gregory in his instruction to Augus- 
tine, we can only say that Gregory was not em 
powered to absolutely determine this matter for 
all future time, even had he so desired, which I 


do not think he did. That his words imply that 
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, , — 
the Archbishop of York was 
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| » be independent 
Archbishop of Canterbury in all metrop 


s clear, but that he was to be free 





of the nature of 





patriarchal 


supremacy to be exercised by the Archbishop of 
ant ry over all Britain, cannot be maintain 





from Gregory's reference to York in his letter 





Augustine (Bede Bk. I. c. 29 
tans, Canterbury and York were t 
right of precedency bei with the 
pri a question not broache 
t coul follow that Canterbur 
se supreme authority. This was recognized by 





pe Boniface, writing to Justus of Canterbury 











some ve i writ 
» A The Archbishop of Canter 
ury, writes Canon Overton, “had always been 
‘ “4 Ser I g t 
5 not forma given ut 
+ ] aT) 1} 5. < 
The fact that ‘ope ( ued a bull 
free York forever from obedience to Canter- 
bury (ib. 191) seems to have made little practi- 
cal difference in the position of the Archbishop 


f another 
ype introduced 


The 








tle showed that Canterbury had always been 
viewed at Rome as the primatical see of all Bri 
tian, t 1, consequent the bishops of 
Engla including tl shop of York 





This title has been pushed too 


vriters who have endeavy 





i to read into it Eng- 


land’s complete independence from Rome, An 


selm, however, when this title was given him 


for her interfer 





Pope, was a 





we see from the 


ence in English 
circumstances and the lis title in connec 
tion with them, that no more was meant by it 
than that Canterbury was over the whole Church 
universal 


This 


is abundantly proved by the message returned by 


of Britain, as Rome was over the 


Church, including the Church of England 





Rome to the question of the English bishops who 


endeavored to escape the difficulty in the matter 








of investiture, as passed by the council at 





t cou cil 
The embassy 


which had been sent to Rome to make this er 





by suggesting the decree of 





not apply t Church 





quiry, returned, bringing back from Pope Pas 
chal, who had succeeded Urban, the Pope who 


had introduced Anselm to the council, an indig 





nant repudiation of any such intention (Overton 
ib. p, 181 
This whole supremacy controversy was 


brought, as | have sai 





” York was declared t 
and the Archbishop of ¢ 
England, showing, hows 


still viewed as possessing some kind of 





archal powers. This settlement, though not defi 








nite. nevertheless showe niain <} " i 2 
case ever occur when it w no cascndial tn di 
Satan Gutcntiies the 6 alii ae Ot 
terburv and York. Canterbury would be given tl 


position accorded to it in 1072. Thus it is that 


n 











I maintain tha 
er accurate in saving that whi 


York 


latter unitv has already been 





e 


and can be put in force whenev 





I have already stated mv belie x 
gave Aucustine the pall with the intention of 
conferrine upon him the same authority as that 


possessed by the Archhbishon of Arles. viz.: Pa 
pal Vicarshin. The Rev. H. A. Wilson, in the 
“Mission of St. Augustine,” ed. by Canon Mason 
tells us that Augustine’s pall was “the outward 
symbol of rank or authority Subsequently he 
adds, “touching the pall given to Virgilius of Ar- 


led 


f 


les,” St. Gregory himself seems to have regat 





it as a symbol of vicarial authority (p. 248). Was 


4 


it this latter authority that he had in mind when 


intimating his intention to Augustine to send a 





pall to the contemplated metropolitan of York? 
I do not think so. There were at that time other 
metropolitans in Gaul besides the Archbishop « 
Arles. Over these bishops, Augustine of himsel 
was to have no authority, but should he observe 
anything wrong, or lacking in them, he was em- 


powered “to treat with the Bishop of Arles,” 
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' authoritv st be transacte T 
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he fact that Banheld Ii f York. was int ‘ 
la that Manbdaid TK, Was In posses 
Leo III., confirmed Ethel 
: 
the ntire monarchy an 
nme ration of the 
© their r nship to t 
ett it with the stater 
Ss had been accredits t 





ng a universal Supremacy. We saw that 


DOSSESSI 


he presented a pal! to the Archbishop of Arles 
and that Pope Gregory views the pall as given t 


Arles as indicating that there was the seat of the 





Papal Vicariate for all Gaul. There is an indica- 
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